RESPONSE TO THE OFFICE ACTION 

1. Claims 1-1 1 and 13-25 were rejected under the Judicially-Created Doctrine of 
Obviousness-Type Double patenting over U.S. Patent No. 6,632,886. 

A Terminal Disclaimer has been filed with this Amndment and the issue is 
removed as a matter of law. 

2. Claims 12 was rejected under 35 USC 102(b) as anticipated by Tien et al. (US Patent 
No. 5,007,945). 

The provisio that "with the proviso that when R\ and R2 are both bromide atoms, at 
least one of R 3 , R4, R 5 and is different from hydrogen atom" has been added to claim 
12. That proviso has previously established novelty and patentability over the Tien et al. 
reference and should accomplish that end also with respect to this claim. 

This single rejection should be withdrawn as it has been overcome. 
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